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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-90 are pending in this examination; claims 1, 26, 33, 52, 64, and 72 
independent. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

2. Claims 5-8, 10-12, 56-59, and 61-63, are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims and fixing any rejections 
based on indefiniteness, 

3. Exemplary claim 5. Claim 5 discloses that the influence score is computed 

m m 

based on the equation: F = a * ^Re/, *d x .+ b * J]/. ; * d i wherein a and b are selectable 

i=i 1=1 

weighting constants Rel is the relevance of a message, I is the impact of a message, d 
is a decay function that reduces the impact of older message, and wherein m is the 
number of messages used to compute 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 56-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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6. Claim 56 recites the limitation "the influence score P which lacks antecedent 
basis. Correction is required. Claims 57-59 depend upon claim 56 and are rejected for 
the same reasons as stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a-quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 9, 13-15, 26-31, 33, 35-38, 52-55, 60, 64-69, and 71-75 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Knight et al. (USPN 6,571,234) 
(hereinafter Knight). 

8. Referring to claim 1 . Knight discloses a system for processing message traffic 
from a plurality of electronic discussion forums (e.g. abstract; col. 27, lines 20-29), 
comprising: 

a message collector for collecting messages from the plurality of electronic 
discussion forums (col. 27, lines 20-29); and 
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means for processing the messages based on a series of topics in order to track 
a plurality of pseudonyms (i.e. authors), wherein the processing includes computing a 
relevance score (the Office takes the term "relevance score" to be broadly construed as 
"a method to disseminate messages from other messages based on a criterion") for a 
collected message based on at least one topic (i.e. area/class/subclass classification 
system for messages) (e.g. abstract; col. 22, lines 22-67). 

9. Referring to claim 2, Knight discloses the means for processing is further 
adapted to compute a buzz score based on a set of messages for the at least one topic 
(e.g. abstract; col. 16, lines 45-55). 

10. Referring to claims 3 and 4, Knight discloses the buzz score is computed 

n 

according to the formula B = ^ (Re/, where Rel is a computed relevance score for 

a message (i.e. topic classification) F is a computed influence score for a poster of a 
message (i.e. author) and n is the number of messages in the set (this formula is 
interpreted in the binary sense, such that the Buzz score is all the messages that satisfy 
the formula "if message i contains the selected author AND the selected topic then add 
it to the list". All the corresponding messages which satisfy this criteria are added to the 
list and shown to the user) (col, 16, lines 48-55). 

1 1 . Referring to claim 9, Knight discloses the means for processing is adapted to 
compute a relative buzz score that measures relative changes in the posting activity 
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level (i.e. if the author adds more messages pertaining to this topic, they will satisfy the 
criteria and then be added to the list) (col. 16, lines 48-55). 

12. Referring to claim 13, Knight discloses the means for processing is further 
adapted to compute an opinion rating for a collected message (i.e. identify a 
classification) (e.g. abstract). 

13. Referring to claim 14, Knight discloses the opinion rating is computing using a 
textual analysis software application (i.e. content sort routine) (col. 22, lines 7-43). 

1 4. Referring to claim 1 5, Knight discloses the textual analysis software application 
compares a content of the collected message with a plurality of known words and 
phrases indicative of expressions of an opinion (i.e. opinion is taken to mean an opinion 
of a subject which then can be classified (col. 22, lines 7-43). 

1 5. Claims 26-31 , 33, 35-38, 52-55, 60, 64-69, and 71 -75, are rejected for similar 
reasons as stated above. Furthermore Knight discloses computing a migration score 
providing a measurement of the movement of posting activity levels between topics or 
groups of topics from the series of topics (col. 20, lines 35-53). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Knight. 

18. Referring to claim 34, Knight discloses the invention substantively as described 
in claim 33. Knight furthermore discloses linking forums to associated topics (col. 9, 
lines 29-35). Knight does not specifically state using tables in the database to link 
forums to associated topics, however it is well known that tables are commonly used in 
databases and would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system 
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of Knight to include tables to further facilitate data warehousing and retrieval, thereby 
reducing data seek times and processing overhead. 

Claims 16-25, 39-41, 39-51, 76-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Knight in view of Lang et al. (USPN 6,314,420) (hereinafter Lang). 

19. Referring to claims 16, 17, and 20, Knight discloses the invention substantively 
as described in claim 13. Knight does not specifically disclose that the computed 
opinion rating is a positive and a negative sentiment score. In analogous art, Lang 
discloses another system for processing messages which includes computing a positive 
and a negative sentiment score (col. 16, lines 10-47). It would be obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of 
Lang with Knight in order to make network searches for information entities relevant to 
user queries to produce significantly improved search results as supported by Lang (col. 
2, lines 20-27). 

20. Referring to claims 18 and 19, Knight discloses the invention substantively as 
described in the claims above. Knight does not specifically disclose computing an 
aggregate positive sentiment score for a set of collected messages. In analogous art, 
Lang discloses another system for processing messages which includes computing an 
aggregate positive sentiment score for a set of collected messages wherein it is 

m 

computed according to the equation S p = ^S pm (as applying this formula to the 
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example given in Lang, m is the set of articles written by author K, S pm is the rating of 
each article given by the user A or B, S p is inherently calculated since all the ratings are 
added together and then divided by the total number of ratings, # in sample, to get the 
average rating) (col. 18, lines 18-56). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Lang with Knight 
in order to make network searches for information entities relevant to user queries to 
produce significantly improved search results as supported by Lang (col. 2, lines 20-27). 

21 . Referring to claims 21 and 22, Knight discloses the invention substantively as 
described in the claims above. Knight does not specifically disclose computing an 
aggregate negative sentiment score for a set of collected messages. In analogous art, 
Lang discloses another system for processing messages which includes computing an 
aggregate negative sentiment score for a set of collected messages, by computing an 
IRP negative vector (in the example for four articles, or messages) which can be added 
(i.e. summed) together to compute the threshold for the author (col. 13, lines 12-34; col. 
15, lines 29-67; col. 16, lines 10-32). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Lang with Knight 
in order to make network searches for information entities relevant to user queries to 
produce significantly improved search results as supported by Lang (col. 2, lines 20-27). 

c 

22. Referring to claim 23-25, Knight discloses the invention substantively as 
described in claim 16. Knight does not specifically disclose the sentiment score is a net 
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sentiment score and is further adapted to compute an aggregate net sentiment score for 
a set of collected messages. In analogous art, Lang discloses another system for 
processing messages which includes computing a net sentiment score and is further 
adapted to compute an aggregate net sentiment score for a set of collected messages 
(i.e. combining the IRP negative and positive vectors for each article in order to come 
up with a rating for the article) (col. 13, lines 12-34; coi. 15, lines 29-67; col. 16, lines 10- 
32). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Lang with Knight in order to make network 
searches for information entities relevant to user queries to produce significantly 
improved search results as supported by Lang (col. 2, lines 20-27). 

23. Referring to claim 39, Knight discloses the invention substantively as described 
in the claims above. Knight does not specifically disclose the message collector and the 
message categorizer is adapted to compute an influence score for the extracted 
pseudonym author. In analogous art, Lang discloses another system for processing 
messages which includes computing an influence score for the extracted pseudonym 
author (i.e ; rating) (col. 13, lines 12-34; col. 15, lines 29-67; col. 16, lines 10-32). It 
would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teaching of Lang with Knight in order to make network searches 
for information entities relevant to user queries to produce significantly improved search 
results as supported by Lang (col. 2, lines 20-27). 
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24. Referring to claim 40, Knight discloses the invention substantively as described 
in the claims above. Knight does not specifically disclose the influence score is based 
at least in part on the impact of prior postings by the extracted pseudonym author on 
other pseudonym authors. In analogous art, Lang discloses another system for 
processing messages wherein the influence score is based at least in part on the impact 
of prior postings by the extracted pseudonym author on other pseudonym authors (i.e. 
the IRP of the author uses the average of ratings given to the author so far, and ratings 
given to all authors) (col. 15, lines 28-67). It would be obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Lang with 
Knight in order to make network searches for information entities relevant to user 
queries to produce significantly improved search results as supported by Lang (col. 2, 
lines 20-27). 

25. Referring to claim 41 , Knight discloses the invention substantively as described 
in the claims above. Knight does not specifically disclose computing a reputation score 
for the extracted pseudonym author. In analogous art, Lang discloses another system 
for processing messages which computes a reputation score for the extracted 
pseudonym author (col. 13, lines 12-34; col. 15, lines 29-67; col. 16, lines 10-32). It 
would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teaching of Lang with Knight in order to make network searches 
for information entities relevant to user queries to produce significantly improved search 
results as supported by Lang (col. 2, lines 20-27). 
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26. Referring to claim 42, Knight-Lang discloses the invention substantively as 
described in the claims above. Furthermore, Knight-Lang does disclose the reputation 
score is based on a plurality of influence scores for the extracted pseudonym author 
under multiple local pseudonyms, however does not disclose that these local 
pseudonyms have been associated into a universal pseudonym. However it is well 
known that associating local usernames into a universal username in order for client 
tracking is well known and expected in the art. By this rationale, it would have been 
obvious to combine the local pseudonyms under a universal pseudonym in order to fully 
track the authors throughout different forums, regardless of what names they use, 
thereby increasing the likelihood that all the related information to an author will be 
associated with that person, rather than just the username. 

27. Claims 43 and 44 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

28. Referring to claim 45, Knight discloses the invention substantively as described 
in the claims above. Knight furthermore discloses that search robots can retrieve 
content from outside sources such as UseNet or other online message board systems 
(col. 9, lines 30-35) and recitation of numerous electronic discussion boards such as 
Yahoo forums, Raging Bull, Motley Fool, and others (col. 1 , lines 45-60). Furthermore it 
is well known that Silicon Investor is a well known electronic discussion forum and 
would have been known to one of ordinary skill in the art with minimal research. By this 
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rationale it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
electronic discussion forums to comprise the Raging Bull, Motley Fool, Silicon Investor, 
and Yahoo forums since Knight discloses that other online message board system may 
be used in the system as disclosed above. This would lead one of ordinary skill in the 
art to search for other discussion boards and eventually finding the ones recited in the 
claims. 

29. Referring to claim 46, Knight discloses the series of topics includes stocks 
comprising the S&P 500 (Figure 3B). 

30. Referring to claims 47 and 48, Knight discloses the group of topics corresponds 
to a stock index, and wherein the buzz score is computed by aggregating the buzz 
scores for the stocks making up the stock index (col. 16, lines 9-38). 

31 . Referring to claim 49, Knight in view of Lang discloses the invention substantively 
as described in the claims above. Knight in view of Lang do not specifically disclose the 
series of topics include a plurality of movies or television shows. However it is well 
known that discussion forums exist for these genres and would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Knight-Lang to include movies 
and television shows to further expand the customer market, and thereby gain users. 
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32. Referring to claim 50, Knight-Lang disclose the invention substantively as 
described above. Knight-Lang do not specifically disclose comparing the buzz score to 
a threshold to identify unusual discussion patterns. However it is well known to monitor 
and keep track of discussion patterns in order to determine what is being said during the 
posts (i.e. illegal activity, swearing, misuse of the system, etc). By this rationale it would 
have been obvious to compare the buzz score to a threshold to identify unusual 
discussion patterns to protect the system and further keep discussions pertaining to 
legal matters. 

33. Claims 51 , 76-90 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Conclusion 

34. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

35. Duffy et al. (USPN 5,91 1 ,043) discloses computer-based rating of information 
retrieved from a computer network. 

36. Fish (USPN 6,035,294) discloses wide access database and database systems. 

37. Hazlehurst et al. (USPN 5,974,412) discloses intelligent query system for 
automatically indexing information in a database and automatically categorizing users. 

38. Kirsch (USPN 5,659,732) discloses document retrieval over networks wherein 
ranking and relevance scores are computed. 
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39. Ginn (USPN 6,362,837) discloses simultaneously indicating rating value for the 
first document and display of second document in response to the selection. 

40. Basualdo et al. (WO 00/17824) discloses obtaining and ranking opinions by votes 
related to various subject matter. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph E. Avellino whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3905. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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